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the treaty, I noted the huge contradic-
tion in it, the lack of verification and 
accountability in the reduction, and 
the fear that these weapons or mate-
rials might fall into the hands of ter-
rorists. 

While I understand that we cannot 
mandate the dismantlement of war-
heads or the security of nuclear mate-
rials without renegotiating this treaty, 
it is critical we have an understanding, 
in order to protect the security inter-
ests of our country, of our own ability 
to monitor Russian compliance, where 
that ability might fall short and to un-
derstand a perspective on what we sim-
ply do not know. Without meaningful 
verification, there is a great deal that 
we will not know. And in this case, 
what we don’t know can, indeed, hurt 
us in this dangerous world that we live 
in today. 

Last month, I voted in committee to 
bring the treaty to the full Senate but 
not without reservation. At that time, 
I registered my serious concern about 
the treaty’s lack of verification meas-
ures, about the lack of milestones or 
targets other than the 2012 date, and 
about the peculiarity of a treaty that 
expires on the very same day that it 
reaches its intended goal. 

The amendment I offer today is in-
tended to drive at the heart of the 
verification issue. I know several of my 
colleagues have offered or talked about 
other important fixes to address the 
shortcomings of this treaty, and I ap-
plaud their efforts, but at its heart this 
treaty represents a missed oppor-
tunity. It almost represents a treaty 
for the sake of a treaty without regard 
to the longer term security interests 
and strategic interests of the United 
States. 

We missed an opportunity to help 
make the world safer for our children 
in the long term. We missed an oppor-
tunity to eliminate thousands of nu-
clear weapons for the long term, and 
not just to reduce deployed weapons for 
the short term. We missed an oppor-
tunity to advance American-Russian 
relations in a way that, in fact, builds 
a stronger foundation of trust between 
our two great countries. 

By addressing the verification issue 
as envisioned in my amendment, I be-
lieve we can at least learn from our 
own intelligence community—which 
we ought to be willing to trust—what 
more needs to be done to provide the 
transparency and verification so essen-
tial to any agreement of this nature. If 
we are to make America safer, and we 
must, it will take more than cosmetic 
treaties that leave Russia’s nuclear ar-
senal in place. As Ronald Reagan told 
the Nation, ‘‘History has shown that 
peace will not come, nor will our free-
doms be preserved, by good will alone.’’ 

We have work still to be done to 
meet today’s challenges, and I believe 
one of those challenges is to fix the 
Moscow Treaty. 

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Indiana. 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, let me 
respond to the distinguished Senator 
from Massachusetts by reviewing, once 
again, the origins of the Moscow Trea-
ty. At the time that President Putin 
and President Bush met in May of last 
year, Russia had made the decision 
that the distinguished Minister of De-
fense of Russia, Sergei Ivanov, an-
nounced that the Russians would be de-
stroying warheads in a matter of 
course, dismantling them from mis-
siles. President Bush had indicated 
that as a matter of fact, unilaterally, 
the United States was prepared to do 
the same. For a variety of reasons—
some economic, some safety—both 
countries had decided upon a course of 
action. When the two Presidents came 
together to formulate their joint an-
nouncement, the Moscow Treaty was 
formed. 

As has been pointed out, first it was 
not clear that a treaty would be formu-
lated, but ultimately both leaders de-
cided that was the best course. That is 
why the treaty is simple. It, clearly, 
does not cover all of the objectives of 
arms control that can be covered in 
further negotiations, and many of us 
hope there will be further negotiations, 
not only in the nuclear area but in the 
biological area where in the course of 
this we have pointed out there is still 
a lack of transparency on the part of 
the Russians, as we perceive it at cer-
tain military facilities. 

In the case of the amendment offered 
by the distinguished Senator from Mas-
sachusetts as a way of shoring up a 
treaty that he has criticized, let me 
say that the major verification proce-
dure now in place is the Cooperative 
Threat Reduction Program, very spe-
cifically. At Surovatika, Senators and 
Members of the House have witnessed 
four missiles coming into that plant 
each month. They are destroyed. Clear-
ly, the warheads have been separated 
from the missiles prior to that destruc-
tion. That four-a-month situation is 
going to continue unless for reasons of 
our own parliamentary procedure we 
stop the funding. 

Clearly, you can verify the missiles. 
In my last visit to the site, I was ac-
companied by the governor of the terri-
tory, the mayors of various towns and 
radio stations in Russia. Why? Because 
this is a jobs issue. Russians employ 
people destroying missiles. Nothing 
very secret about it; they are swarming 
around. A television station from Indi-
anapolis, channel 13, accompanied me 
on that occasion, took pictures of the 
entire process and put it on a remark-
able documentary on Indianapolis tele-
vision. 

We need to catch up with where 
verification is in the world. It is on the 
ground, with Americans working in co-
operative threat reduction with Rus-
sians. 

The missiles that come in are inter-
changeable SS–17s, SS–18s, and SS–19s. 
We visited with plant officials about 
their further planning on SS–24s and 
25s. This is the comprehensive scope of 

what we are talking about. These are, 
in fact, the missiles on which the war-
heads were located and from which 
they have been separated. 

In a future treaty the United States 
and Russia may decide they wish to go 
much further with regard to the de-
struction of the warheads themselves. 
That point has been made by many 
Senators that the treaty does not call 
for the destruction of warheads. But, in 
fact, warheads are being destroyed by 
Russia and by the United States. 

In terms of both of our countries, we 
have decided not to have transparency 
to the point that both nations are in-
specting that process, but we are able 
to verify the results. I point out that 
the intelligence report that perhaps 
the Senator is calling for may be cov-
ered in large part by the cooperative 
threat reduction annual report to Con-
gress. This one is for fiscal year 2002, a 
detailed summary not only of nuclear 
dismantlement and demolition but, 
likewise, anything we are doing in 
chemical and biological, too. 

I admit there are areas, as I have said 
earlier, that we are not into yet, and 
we wish we were. My hope is we will be 
successful as two nations in seeing eye 
to eye on movement in that direction. 

When it comes, however, to the 
verification of this Moscow Treaty, it 
flows from the fact that both nations 
of their own will want to destroy the 
missiles and separate the warheads and 
thus reduce the viability of these situa-
tions. We have indicated at our own 
time, at our own speed, we will do that. 
And the linchpin from the beginning, it 
seems to me, is the fact not only of the 
START requirements that do expire in 
2009 but the Cooperative Threat Reduc-
tion Program on the ground which has 
no expiration unless Congress decides 
to terminate it. That is a different de-
bate and a different set of decisions. 

I am hopeful Senators will under-
stand that. I appreciate the fervent 
plea for verifiability for all of us. As I 
say, I admit, I wish we had a better in-
sight into the disposition of all of the 
warheads, but even here both Russians 
and Americans indicate in the fullness 
of time that these warheads have to be 
destroyed. In large part that is because 
sometimes the fuel components in 
them are unstable. They become a dan-
ger for the nation that is simply hold-
ing them. 

This is not a sporting goods situation 
of inert matter on shelves. These, un-
fortunately, are far too living, viable, 
dynamic instruments. This is why we 
have worked with Russia on the fissile 
material that comes from the destruc-
tion of these warheads; to provide stor-
age for that. It is a whole new set of 
problems. 

Some arms control people have sug-
gested that while the warhead is on the 
missile, you do not have the problem of 
fissile material that might get loose 
and be bought or sold. It is contained. 
That is still true while it is in the war-
head. As it comes out of the warhead, a 
whole new set of problems is created—
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